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In reply to the February 19, 2003 Office Action, reconsideration is respectfully requested in 
view of the following remarks. Claims 1 and 2 are pending. 
L Rejection Under Statutory Double Patenting 

Claim 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. §101 (statutory double patenting) over claim 28 of 
U.S. Patent No. 6,618,200. The rejection is respectfully traversed. 

Claim 1 recites a second substrate having a plurality of second concaves that is bonded 
to the first substrate via two kinds of resin layers . On the other hand, claim 28 of U.S. Patent 
6,618,200 recites a second substrate having a plurality of second concaves that is bonded to 
the first substrate via a resin layer . 

35 U.S.C. § 101 prevents two patents from issuing on the same invention. "Same 
invention 11 means identical subject matter. As set forth in MPEP §804, the question is, 
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whether there is an embodiment of the invention that falls within the scope of one claim, but 
not the other. If there is such an embodiment, then identical subject matter is not defined by 
both claims, and statutory double patenting does not exist. 

Here, a product where a second substrate is bonded to the first substrate via a single 
resin layer would infringe claim 28 of U.S. Patent No. 6,618,200, but not pending claim 1, 
because claim 1 requires at least two kinds of resin layers. Therefore, identical subject matter 
is not defined by both claims, and statutory double patenting does not exist. Accordingly, 
withdrawal of the rejection under statutory double patenting is respectfully requested. 
II. Rejection Under Obviousness-Type Double Patenting 

Claim 2 is rejected under the judicially created doctrine of obviousness-type double 
patenting over claim 28 of U.S. Patent No. 6,61 8,200. The rejection is respectfully traversed. 

Applicants submit a Terminal Disclaimer to obviate the obviousness-type double 
patenting rejection. Accordingly, withdrawal of the rejection under obviousness-type double 
patenting is respectfully requested. 
HI. Conclusion 

In view of the foregoing, it is respectfully submitted that this application is in condition 
for allowance. Favorable reconsideration and prompt allowance of claims 1 and 2 are 
earnestly solicited. 
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Should the Examiner believe that anything further would be desirable in order to place 
this application in even better condition for allowance, the Examiner is invited to contact the 
undersigned at the telephone number listed below. 
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